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its discretion in admitting evidence of prior felony convictions; whether prior
felony convictions were too remote in time; whether prior felony convictions were
more prejudicial than probative; claim that trial court abused its discretion in
admitting into evidence under spontaneous utterance exception to hearsay rule
recording of 911 call made by victim; claim that 911 recording was prejudicial
because it was cumulative; reviewability of claim that cumulative effect of trial
court’s alleged errors deprived defendant of right to fair and impartial trial.

State v. Thomas (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 901
State v. Walker. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291

Felony murder, manslaughter in first degree with firearm, attempt to commit robbery
in first degree; criminal possession of pistol or revolver; unpreserved claim that
trial court violated defendant’s right to confrontation by allowing supervisory
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forensics examiner to testify about DNA sample that was processed by another
analyst in same laboratory without requiring that analyst to testify; whether
trial court violated defendant’s right to fair trial by declining to strike witness’ in-
court identification of defendant or to grant motion for mistrial where defendant
claimed that witness’ pretrial identification of him from photograph in prosecu-
tor’s office resulted from unnecessarily suggestive identification procedure;
whether trial court abused its discretion in declining to strike witness’ in-court
identification of defendant or to declare mistrial as sanctions against state;
whether trial court improperly concluded that conspiracy existed when it admit-
ted certain testimony under coconspirator exception to hearsay rule; unpreserved
claim that trial court improperly denied motion to sever defendant’s trial from
that of codefendant where defendant claimed that evidence was admitted that
would not have been admissible against him at separate trial; whether trial court
abused its discretion in admitting certain evidence; whether conviction of felony
murder and manslaughter in first degree violated constitutional provision
against double jeopardy when both charges arose from single act of killing victim.

Traylor v. Gambrell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 459
Summary judgment; motion to strike; claim that trial court improperly rendered

summary judgment on claims of spoliation of evidence and unfair trade practices
in violation of Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act (CUTPA) (§ 42-110a et
seq.); claim that trial court erred in striking CUTPA claim.

Wilmington Savings Fund Society, FSB v. Della Ruffa (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . 902
Zilkha v. Zilkha . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143

Dissolution of marriage; child custody and visitation; claim that trial court aban-
doned its obligation to decide matter before it and improperly delegated its
statutory authority regarding custody and visitation by granting children consid-
erable level of control over extent of defendant’s access to them; whether trial court
improperly relied on events that occurred between 2004 and 2007 in reaching
its decision to deny motions for modification of custody and visitation; claim
that trial court improperly considered and adopted recommendations made by
children’s guardian ad litem because guardian ad litem chose to function as
attorney for minor children instead of fulfilling obligations as guardian ad litem;
whether, in reaching its decision, trial court improperly relied on erroneous
factual finding; whether record supported relief ordered by court.


